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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 



Informadon under CFR 1.205 - Co-oendittsAp Blicaiions 

The following list of all co-pending applications is provided in accordance with 
37 CFR 1.105. The specific independent claims, vAAoh may present double patenting 
issues with the instant application claims, are identified to the best knowledge of flie 
practitioner where applicable. 
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Information under CFR LIOS - Related Patents 



Ilie foUowing list of related patents is provided in accordance vdth 37 CFR 1.105. 
The specific independent claims, vibkh may present double patenting issues >vith the 
instant application claims, are identified to the best knowledge of the practitioner. The 
patents, which are not believed to the best knowledge of the practitioner to present double 
patenting issues with the instant application claims, are not listed 
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PAT. NO. 


Specific Independent Claim NumberCs) 
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The s^plicants have amended the claims in order to overcome the double 
patenting issue. Howevers through the examination process, if it is cleariy established 
tbat double patenting exists with respect to the instant application* then the applicants will 
file appropriate terminal disclaimer. 

Claim 1 

Amended claim 1 of the instant application, serial number 10/620,231, dififers 
from claim 23 of serial number 10/428,461 in two respects: (A) Claim 1 discloses an 
apparatus for evaluating a treatment set-up that has been planned, but not yet put in 
practice, in order to make sure that the set-\9 meets tiie boundary conditions and 
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treatment goals. Jn oflxer words, claim 1 provides a quality check . Where as claim 23 is 
directed towards an apparatus for prq)aring a treatmoat set-up, which in effect forms an 
input to claim 1. (B) Additionally, daim 1 sqyparatus Mahles evaluation of the bends in 
the customized archwire of 1^ order, 2^ order, and 3"* order. 

Claims 8 and 10-lS 

Amended claim 8 of the instant application, serial number 10/620,231, differs 
from claims 15of serial number 11/133,996 in the following respects: (A)Claim8is 
directed to evaluating any given treatment sct-uu: where as claim 1 5 is directed to first 
generating a treatment set-up, then evaluating the specific, generated t reatment set-UD, 
(B) Additionally, claim 8 includes evaluation of the bends in the customized archwire of 
1^ order, 2"** order, and 3'^ order; where as claim 15 does not. (C) As noted by the 
Examiner, Claim 8 does not include the steps of monitoring the progress and evaluating 
the progress; \^ere as claim 15 does. Claims 10-15 of the instant application, serial 
number 10/620,231, depend, either directly or through an intervening claim, from claim 
8. Similarly, claims 16-22 of serial number 1 1/133,996 depend, either directly or toough 
an intervening claim, from claim 15, Therefore, the differences listed above equally 
apply between the gcoup of claims 8 and 10-15 and the group of claims 15-22. 

PriorUv 

The applicants have amended the specification in order to provide number for the 
US patmt issued fix>m application serial number 09/834,412. No new matter has been 
added through this am^dment to the specification. Approval of the specification 
amendment is requested. 

Please note that through a typographical error an incorrect ^plication serial 
number 09/934,412 was listed in item 18.a. of the UTIUTY PATENT APPUCATION 
TRANSMITTAL for the instant complication. The conect appllcadon serial numb^ is 
09/834,412. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC S 102 

Claims 1-86 

Claims 1-86 are pending in the application and stand rg^ted on prior art grounds. 
The applicants have amended claims 1, 5, 7> 8, 14, 16, 21, 31, 36, 40, 42, 43, 45, 55, 56, 
64, 68, 71-76 and 82 in order to overcome the rejections, or provide proper antecedent 
basis, or correct spelling and grammatical errors. Please enter amended claims 1, 5, 7, 8, 
14, 16, 21, 31, 36, 40, 42, 43, 45, 55, 56, 64, 68, 71-76 and 82. 

Claims 16-63> 71-75, and 82-86 

The Examiner has rejecteii claims 16-63^ 71-75, and 82-86 nnder35 U.S.C. 
102(e) as being clearly anticipated by Chisbti et al (US 6,227,850). 

Regarding claim 16, the amended claim 16 discloses an apparatus for evaluating a 
treatment set-up that has been planned, but not yet put in practice, in order to make sure 
that the set-up meets the boundary conditions and treatment goals, to other words, claim 
16 provides a quality check. Additionally, claim 16 apparatus enables evaluation of the 
bends in the ctistomized archwire of l" order, 2^ order, and 3"^ order. In contrast, 
Cbishti does not disclose an apparatus for treatment set-up evaluation. Furthermore, 
Chishti focuses on position adjustment c^pUances such as aligners; and certainly does not 
teach evaluation of the bends in Hie customized archwire of 1^ order, 2^ order, and 3"* 
order. Consequently, the ^licants submit that the invention of claim 1 6 is not 
anticipated by Chishti; and respectfully request that the 35 U.S.C. lQ2(e) rejection of 
claim 16 should be withdrawn. 

Regarding claims 17-39 and 83, each of these claims depends, eilfaer directly or 
llxcough an int^ening claim, from independmt claim 16. In view of tiie remarks 
presented above in support of withdrawal of fhe anticipation rejection of claim 16 under 
US.C. 102(e), tiie applicants respectfully submit that the Exammei's grounds for 
rejection of these claims under U.S.C. 102(e) are moot, and request tiiat the anticipation 
rejection of claims 17-39 and 83 under U.S.C. 102(c) should also be withdrawn- 
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Regarding claim 40, the remarks presented in defense of this claim are analogpus 
to those presented above in defense of claim 16. The amended claim 40 discloses a 
method for evaluating a treatment set-up tbat has been planned, but not yet put in 
practice, in order to make sure that the set-up meets the boundary conditions and 
treatment goals. In odi^ words, claim 40 provides a quality check. Additionally, claim 

$1 iid 

40 mediod enables evaluation of the bends in the customized archwixe of 1 order* 2 
order, and 3"* order. In contrast, Chishti does not disclose a method for treatm^t set-up 
evaluation. Furthermore, Chishti focuses on position adjustment appliances such as 
aligners; and certainly does not teach evaluation of the bends in the customized archiwire 
of 1^ order, 2^^ order, and 3^^ order. Consequently, the applicants submit fliat the 
invention of claim 40 is not anticipated by Chishti; and respectfully request that the 35 
U,S,C. 102(e) rejection of claim 40 should be withdmwn. 

Regarding claims 41-63 and 84-86, each of these claims depends, either directly 
or through one or more intervening claims, ftom independent claim 40. In view of the 
remarks presented above in support of withdrawal of flie anticipation rejection of claim 
40 under U.S.C. 102(e), the applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner's grounds 
for rejection of these claims under U.S.C. 102(e) are moot, and request that the 
anticipation rejection of claims 41-63 and 84-86 under U.S«C. 102(e) should also be 
withdrawiL 

Regarding claim 64, the remadcs presented in defense of this claim are analogous 
to those presented eadier in defense of claim 16. The amended claim 64 discloses a 
method far evaluating a treatment set-vip that has been planned, but not yet put in 
practice* in order to make sure diat the set-i^ meets the boundary conditions and 
treatment goals. Ihofh^ words, claim 64 provides a gjialitjr^edk. Additionally, claim 
64 mediod enables evaluation of die bends in the customized archwire of 1^ order^ ^ 
order, and 3^ order, Bi contrast, Chishti does not disclose a method for treatment set-iq) 
evaluation. Furthermore, Chishti focuses on position adjustment appliances such as 
aligners ; and certainly does not teach evaluatioo of the bends in a customized ardiwiie of 
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1^ order, oider^ and 3^ ord^. Consequently, ^ applicants submit that the invention 
of claim 64 is not anticipated by Chishti; and respectfully request that the 35 U.S.C. 
lQ2(e) rejection of claim 64 should be ^witiidrawn. 

Regarding claims 65-70, each of these claims depends, either directly or through 
an intervemng claim, ftom independent claim 64. In view of the remarks presented 
above in support of withdrawal of the anticipation rejection of claim 64 under U.S.C. 
102(e), the applicants respectfully subnut that the Examiner's grounds for rejection of 
these claims under U,S.C. 102(e) are moot^ and request that the antidpatioa rejection of 
claims 65-70 under U.S.C. 102(e) should also be withdrawn. 

Regarding claim 71, the amended claim 71 discloses a method for evaluating a 
treatment set-up and associated appliances, including an evaluation of the bends in the 
customized archwire of 1^ order, 2"^* order, and 3"^ order. In contrast, Chishti does not 
disclose a method for treatment set-up evaluation, or teach an evaluation of the bends in 
the customized archwire of 1" order, 2^^ order, and 3"^ order. Consequendy, the 
applicants submit that the invention of claim 71 is not anticipated by Chishti; and 
respectfully request that the 35 U.S.C. 102(e) r«dection of claim 71 should be withdrawn. 

Regarding claims 72-75, each of tiiese claims depends, either directly or through 
one or more intervening claims, from independent claim 71. In view of the remarks 
presented above in support of wittdrawal of the anticipation rejection of daim 71 under 
U.S»C. 102(e), the applicants respectfiilly submit Ifaat the Examiner^s grounds for 
rejection of these claims under U.S»C. 102(e) are moot, and request that the anticipation 
rejection of claims 72-75 under U.S.C. 102(e) should also be withdrawn. 

Regarding claim 76, the remarks presented in defense of this claim are analogous 
to those presented above in d^ense of claim 16. The amended claim 76 discloses a 
method for evaluafin)a a treatment set-up that has been planned, but not yet put in 
practice^ in orda to make sure that the set-iq) meets the boimdaxy conditions and 
txeatmcsnt goals. In other wonis> claim 76 provides a quality eheck . Additionally, daim 
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76 method enables evaluadon of the bends in Hxe customized archwire of 1^^ order, 2*^ 
order, and 3"^ order. In contrast, Chishli does not disclose a method for trcatment set-up 
evaluation. Furthennore, Chishti focuses on position adjustment appliances such as 
aligners; and certainly does not teach evaluation of the bends in the customized archMore 
of 1^^ order, 2^ order, and 3'* order. Consequently, the applicants submit that the 
invention of claim 76 is not anticipated by Chishti; and tespectMly request that the 35 
U-S.C. 102(e) rejection of claim 76 should be withdrawn. 

Regarding claims 77-81, each of these claims depends, either directly or through 
one or more intervening claims^ from independent claim 76. In view of the remarks 
presented above in support of withdrawal of the anticipation rejection of claim 76 under 
U.S.C. 102(e), the applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner's grounds for 
rejection of these claims imder U.S.C. 102(e) are moot, and request that the anticipation 
rejection of claims 77-81 imdcr U.S.C. 102(e) should also be withdrawn. 

Regarding claim 82^ the remadcs presented in defense of this claim are analogous 
to those presented above in defense of claim 16. The amended claim 82 discloses a 
method for eval uating a treatment set-up that has been planned, but not yet put in 
practice, in order to make sure that the set-up meets the boundary conditions and 
treatment goals. Ihother words, claim 82 provides a guali^die^. Additionally, claim 
82 method enables evaluation of the bends in the customized archwire of 1^^ order, 2*^** 
order, and 3'* order. In contrast Chishti does not disclose a method for treatment set-up 
evaluadon. Furthermore, Chishti focuses on position adjustment appliances such as 
aligners; and certainly does not teach evaluation of the bends in the customized archwire 
of 1** order, 2^* order, and 3"* order. Consequently, the applicants submit that the 
invention of claim 82 is not anticipated by Chishti; and respectfully request that the 35 
U.S.C. 102(c) rejection of claim 82 should be withdrawn. 
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Claims 1-86 

The Examiner has rejected claims 1-86 under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being clearly 
anticipated by Chishti et al (US 2002/0064748). 

Regarding claim 1, ti^e remaiics presented in defense of this claim are analogous 
to Aose presented earlier in defense of claim 16 against Chishti et al (US 6,227,850). The 
amended claim 1 discloses an apparatus for evaluating a treatment set-up ^t has been 
planned, but not yet put in practice, in order to make sure that the set-up meets the 
boundary conditions and treatment goals* In other words, claim 1 provides a quality 
^eck- Additionally, claim 1 apparatus enables evaluation of the bends in the customized 
ardiwire of 1^ order, 2™* order, and 3**^ order In contrast, Chishti does not disclose an 
^paratus for treatment set-up evaluation. Furthermore, Chishti focuses on position 
adjustment appliances such as aligners; and certainly does not teach evaluation of the 
bends in the customized archwire of 1^ order, 2**** order, and 3^ order. Consequently, the 
applicants submit tiiat tiie invention of claim 1 is not anticipated by Chishti; and 
respectfully request tibat the 35 U.S.C, 102(e) rejection of claim 1 shoxildbe withdrawn. 

Regarding claims 2-7, each of these claims depends, either directly or through one 
or more intervening claims, from independent claim 1. In view of the remarks presented 
above in si^port of wiflidrawal of the anticipation rejection of claim 1 under U.S.C, 
102(e), the applicants re£^ectfully submit that the Examiner's grounds for rejection of 
these claims under U.$.C. 102(e) are moot, and request that the anticipation rejection of 
claims 2-7 imder U.S.C. 102(e) should also be witiidiawiL 

Regarding claim 8, the remarks presented in defense of tiiis claim are analogous 
to those presented previously in defense of claim 16. The amended claim 8 discloses a 
method for evaluating a treatment set-up that has been planned, but not yet put in 
practice, in order to make ^uie that the set-i^ meets the boimdaxy conditions and 
treatment goals, fa other words^ claim 8 provides a quality check . Additionally, claim 8 
method enables evaluation of the bends in the customized archwire of 1^ order, 2^^ order, 
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and 3^*^ order. Li contrastt Chishti does not disclose a method for treatment set-up 
evaluation, Furiheraioie. Chishti focuses on position adjustment applianw^ 
aligners; and certainly does not teach evaluation of the bends in the customized arctwire 
of 1^ order, 2"* order^ and 3^ order Consequently, the applicants submit that the 
invention of claim 8 is not anticipated by Chishti; and respectfully request that the 35 
U.S.C, 102(e) rejection of claim 8 should be withdravvn. 

Regarding claims 9-15, each of these claims depends, either directly or through an 
intervening claim* from independent claim 8. In view of the remarks presented above in 
support of withdrawal of tlie anticipation rejection of claim 8 under U.S.C. 102(e), the 
applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner's grounds for rejection of these claims 
under U.S.C. 102(e) are moot, and request that the anticipation rejection of claims 9-15 
under U.S.C. 102(e) should also be withdrawn. 

Regarding claim 16, the remarks are the same as those presented earlier in 
connection with Chishti et al (US 63227,850). The amended claim 16 discloses an 
apparatus for evaluating a treatment set-up that has been planned, but not yet put in 
practice, in order to make sure that the set-up meets the boundaxy conditions and 
treatment goals. In other words, claim 16 provides a quality check s Additionally, claim 
16 apparatus enables evaluation of the bends in the customized archwire of 1^ order, 2°^ 
Older, and 3^^ order. In contrast, Chishti does not disclose an apparatus for treatment set- 
up evaluation. Furthermore, Chishti focuses on position adjustment appliances such as 
aligners; and certainly does not teach evaluation of the bends in the customized archwire 
of I** order, 2"* order, and 3"* order. Consequently, the ^plicants submit that die 
invoition of claim 16 is not anticipated by Chishti; and respectfiilly request ttiat the 35 
US.C. 102(e) rejection of claim 16 should be withdrawn. 

Regarding claims 17-39 and 83, each of these claims depends, either directly or 
through an intervening claim, from independent claim 16, In view of the remarks 
presented above in support of withdrawal of the anticipation rejection of claim 16 under 
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U.S.C. 102(e), the sjiplicants respectfully submit that the Examiner's grounds for 
rejection of these claims imder U.S.C. 102(e) are moot, and request that the anticipation 
rejection of claims 17-39 and 83 under U.S.C 102(e) should also be withdrawn. 

Regarding claim 40, tiie remarks are tiie same as those presented earlier in 
connection with Chishti et al (US 6,227^850), The amended claim 40 discloses a method 
for evaluating a treatment set-up that has been planned, but not yet put in practice, in 
order to make sure that the set-up meets the boundary conditions and treatment goals. In 
other words, claim 40 provides a quality check. Additionally, claim 40 method enables 
evalnarion of the bends in the customized archwire of 1^ order, 2'''* order, and 3"^ order. 
In contrast, CHshti does not disclose a method for treatment set-up evaluation. 
Furthermore, Chishti focuses on position adjustment s^pliances such as aligners; and 
certairdy does not teach evaluation of the bends in the customized archwire of 1^ order, 
2°*^ order, and 3'** order. Consequcntiy, the applicants submit that the invention of claim 
40 is not anticipated by Chishti; and respectfully request that the 35 U.S.C. 102(e) 
rejection of claim 40 should be withdrawn. 

Regarding claims 41-63 and 84-86, each of tiiese claims depends, eitiier dkectiy 
or through one or more intervening claims, from independent claim 40. In view of the 
remarks presented above in support of withdrawal of tiie anticipation rejection of claim 
40 under U.S.C. 102(e), tiie applicants respectfully submit tibat the Examiner's grounds 
for rejection of these claims under U.S.C. 102(e) are moot, and request that the 
anticipation rejection of claims 41-63 and 84-86 under U.S.C. 102(e) should also be 
withdrawn. 

Regarding claim 64, the reaaaiks are the same as those presented earlier in 
connection with Chishti et al (US 6,227,850). The amended claim 64 discloses a method 
for evaluating a treatment s6t-xq> that has be©a planned, but not yet put in practice, in 
order to ^nalfft sure that the set-up meets the boundary conditions and treatment goals. In 
other words, claim 64 provides a quality check . Additionally, claim 64 method enables 
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evaluation of the bends in the customized archwire of 1^^ order, 2^ order, and 3"^ ord^* 
M oonttast, Chishti does not disclose a method for treatment set-up evaluation. 
Furthermore, Chishti focuses on position adjustment appliances such as aligners; and 
certainly does not teach evaluation of tiie bends in a customized archwire of 1^ order, ^ 
order, and 3^** order. Consequently, flie applicants submit that the invention of claim 64 is 
not anticipated by Chishti; and respectfiiUy request fluat tiie 35 U.S.C. 102(e) rejection of 
claim 64 should be witiidrawa 

Regarding claims 65-70, each of these claims depends, either directly or through 
an intervening claim, from independent claim 64. In view of the remarks presented 
above in support of withdrawal of the anticipation rejection of claim 64 under U.S.C. 
102(e), the applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner's grounds for rejection of 
these claims under U.S.C 102(e) are moot, and request that the anticipation rejection of 
claims 65-70 under U.S.C. 102(e) should also be withdmwn. 

Regarding claim 71, the remarks are the same as those presented earlier in 
connection with Chishti et al (US 6,227,850), The amended claim 71 discloses a method 
for evaluating a treatment set-up and associated appliances, including an evaluation of the 
bends in tiie customized archwire of 1*^ order, 2"^ order, and 3"^ order. In contrast, 
Chishti does not disclose a method for treatment set-up evaluation, or teach an evaluation 
of the bends in tiae customized archwire of 1^ order, 2^ order, and 3"^ order. 
Consequentiy, the applicants submit that the invention of claim 71 is not anticipated by 
Chishti; and respectfiilly request tixat ti^ 35 U.S.C. 102(e) rejection of daim 71 should be 
witiidrawn. 

Regarding claims 72*75, each of these claims dq)ends, dther duectly or tiirough 
one or more intervening claims, fiom independent claim 71. In view of tiie remarks 
presented above in support of withdrawal of the anticipation rejection of claim 71 imder 
U.S.C, J 02(e), tiie applicants respectfully submit tiiat the Exanuner's grounds &r 
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xejectioii of these claims under U.S.C. 102(6) are moot, and request that the anticipation 
rejection of claims 72-7S under U.S.C. lQ2(e) should also be withdrawn. 

Regarding claim 76> the remarks are the same as those presented earlier in 
connection with Chishti et al (US 6,227,850), The amended claim 76 discloses a method 
for evaluating a treatment set-up that has been planned, but not yet put in practice, in 
order to make sure that the set-up meets the boundary conditions and treatment goals. In 
other words, claim 76 provides a quality check . Additionally, claim 76 method enables 
evaluation of the bends in the customized archwire of 1^ order, 2^^ order, and 3'^ order. 
In contrast, Chishti does not disclose a method for treatment set-up evaluation. 
Furthermore^ Chishti focuses on position adjustment ^pliances such as aligners; and 
certJainly does not teach evaluation of the bends in the cxistomized archwire of 1^ order, 
order, and 3'^ order. Consequently, the applicants submit that the invention of claim 
76 is not anticipated by Chishti; and respectfiilly request that the 3S U.S.C. 102(e) 
rejection of claim 76 should be withdrawn. 

Regarding claims 77-81, each of these claims depends, either directly or through 
one or more intervening claims* fit>m independent claim 76. In view of the lemarks 
presented above in support of withdrawal of the anticipation rejection of claim 76 tmder 
U.S.C. 102(e), the ^plicants respectfully submit that the Ejcaminer's grounds for 
rejection of these claims under U.S.C. 102(e) are moot, and request that the anticipation 
zejection of claims 77-81 under U.S.C. 102(e) should also be withdrawn. 

Regarding claim 82, the remarks are the same as tiiose presented earlier in 
connection with Chishti et al (US 6,227,850). The amended claim 82 discloses a method 
for evaluating a treatment set-up ^ has been planned, but not yet put in practice, in 
order to make sure that tixe set-up meets tiieboundaxycond^ M 
other words, clahn 82 provides a quality check. Additionally, dalm 82 method enables 
evaluation of the brads in the customized archwire of 1 ^ order, 2°^ order, and 3^ order. 
In contrast, Chishti does not disclose a method for treatment set-up evaluation. 
Furdiermoie, Chishti focuses on position adjustment appliances such as aligners; and 
certainly does not teach evaluation of the bends in the customized archwire of 1^ order, 
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2^** order, and 3"* order. Consequently, the ^licsants submit that the invention of claim 
82 is not anticipated by Chishti; and respectfully request that the 35 U.S.C. 102(e) 
rejection of claim 82 should be i^tfadra^vn. 

Claims 1-70 and 76-86 

The Examiner has rejected claims 1-70 and 76-86 under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as 
being clearly anticipated by Doyle et al (US 5,879,158). 

Regarding claim 1, the amended claim 1 discloses an apparatus for evaluating a 
treatment set-up that has been planned, but not yet put in practice, in order to make sure 
that the set-up meets the boundary conditions and treatment goals. In other words, claim 
1 provides a quality check . Additionally, claim 1 apparatus enables evaluation otitic 
bends in the customized archwire of 1** order, 2^ order, and 3*^ order, hi contrast, Doyle 
does not disclose an apparatus for treatment set-up evaluatiorL Furthermore, Doyle 
focuses on conv^tional aichwires; and certainly does not teach evaluation of the bends 
in the customized archvvir e of 1 ^ order, 2^^ order, and 3^ order. Consequently, the 
applicants submit that the invention of claim 1 is not anticipated by Doyle; and 
respectfully request that the 35 U.S.C. 102(e) rejection of claim 1 should be withdrawn. 

Regarding claims 2-7, each of these claims depends, either directly or throu^ one 
or more intervening claims, from independent claim 1 . In view of the remarks presented 
above in support of withdrawal of the antidpadon rejection of claim 1 under U.S.C. 
102(eX the i^plicants respectfijlly submit that the Examiner's grounds for rejection of 
these claims under U.S.C. 102(e) are moot» and request that the anticipation rejection of 
claims 2-7 under U.S.C. 102(e) should also be withdrawn. 

Regarding claim 8, the remarks presented in defense of this claim are analogous 
to those presented above ki defense of claim 1. The amended claim 8 discloses a m^Aiod 
for evaluating a treatment set-up that has been planned, but not yet put in practice, in 
order to make sure that the set-up meets the boundary conditions and Izeatment goals. In 
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other words, claim S provides a quality check, Additioxially, claim 8 mediod enables 
evalxiation of the bends in Ae customized archwire of l" order, 2"^ order, and 3^^ order- 
In contrast, Doyle does not disclose a method for treatment set-up evaluation. 
Furthermore, Doyle focuses on conventional archwires; and certainly does not teach 
evaluation of the bends in the customized archwire of 1* order, 2"^ order, and 3"* order, 
Consequently, the e^plicants submit that the invention of claun 8 is not anticipated by 
Doyle; and respectfully request that the 35 U.S,C. 102(e) rejection of claim 8 should be 
withdrawn- 
Regarding claims 9-15, each of these claims depends, either directiy or through an 
intervening claim, ftom independent claim 8. In view of the remarks presented above in 
support of withdrawal of the anticipation rejection of claim 8 under U.S.C. 102(e), the 
applicants lespect&Uy submit that the Examiner's grounds for rejection of these claims 
under 1 02(e) are moot, and request that the anticipation rejection of claims 9-1 5 
under U.S.C. 102(e) should also be withdrawn. 

Regarding claim 1 6, the remarics presented in defense of this claim are analogous 
to those presented above in defense of claim 1. The amended claim 16 discloses an 
apparatus for evaluating a treatment set-up tiiat has been planned, but not yet put in 
practice, in order to make sure that the set-up meets tibue boundary conditions and 
treatment goals. In other words, claim 16 provides a quality check . Additionally, claim 
16 appaiatus enables evaluation of die bends in the customized archwire of 1^ order, 2°^ 
order, and 3"^ order. In contrast, Doyle does not disclose an apparatus for treatment set- 
up evaluation. Purdiemiore, Doyle focuses on conventional archwires; and certainly does 
not teach evaluation of the bends in the customized archwire of 1^ order, 2^ order, and 
3"^ cnder. Consequentiy, tiie applicaitts submit that the invention of claim 16 is not 
anticipated by Doyle; and respectfully request that the 35 U.S.C, 102(e) rqection of claim 
16 should be withdrawn. 
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Regeiding claims 17-39 and 83, each of tibiese claims depends, either directly or 
tfaiotigh an intervening claiin, fix)m independea^ In view of flie remarks 

presented above in support of withdrawal of the anticipation rejection of claim 16 under 
U.S.C. 1 02(e), the applicants respectfiiUy submit ihat the Examiner's grounds for 
rejection of these claims under U.S.C. 102(e) are moot, and request that the anticipation 
rejection of claims 17-39 and 83 under U.S.C. 102(e) should also be wilhdrawL 

Regarding claim 40, the remarks presented in defense of this claim are analogous 
to those presented above in defense of claim 1 . The amended claim 40 discloses a 
method for evaltiating a treatment set-up that has been planned, but not yet put in 
practice, in order to make sure that the set-i^ meets the boundary conditions and 
treatment goals. In other words, claim 40 provides a quality check . Additionally, claim 
40 method enables evaluation of the bends in the customized archwire of 1^ order, 2"^ 
order^ and 3"^ order. In contrast, Doyle does not disclose a method for treatment set-up 
evaluation. Furthermore, Doyle focuses on conventional archwires; and certainly does 
not teach evaluation of the bends in the customized archwire of 1^ order, 2^ order, and 
3^^ order. Consequentily, the applicants submit that the invention of claim 40 is not 
anticipated by Doyle; and respectfully request that the 35 U.S.C. 102(e) rejection of claim 
40 should be witiidmwn. 

Regarding claims 41-63 and 84-86, each of these clahns depends, either directly 
or throi^ one or more intervening claims, fiom independent claim 40. In view of the 
remarks presented above in support of wtti^awal of the anticipation rejection of claim 
40 under U.S.C. 102(e), the applicants respectfully submit that the Exammer's grounds 
for rejection of these claims under U.S.C. 102(e) are moot, and request that the 
anticipation rejection of claims 41-63 and 84-86 under U.S.C. 102(e) should also be 
withdrawn. 



Regarding claim 64, the remarks presented in defense of this claim are analogous 
to those presmted earlier in defense of claim 1 . The amended claim 64 discloses a 
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method for evaluating a treatment set-up lliat has been plamied> but not yet put in 
practice, in order to make sure that the set-up meets the boundary conditions and 
treatment goals. In other words^ claim 64 provides a quality ch^k. Additionally, claim 
64 method enables evaluation of the bends in the customized archwire of 1^ order* ^ 
order, and 3"^ order. In contrast, Doyle does not disclose a method far treatment set-up 
evaluation. Furdiermoie, Doyle focxases on conventional archwires; and certainly does 
not teach evaluation of the bends in a customized archwire of 1* order, 2°^ order, and 3^^ 
order. Consequently, the applicants submit that the invention of claim 64 is not 
anticipated by Doyle; and respectfully request that the 35 U.S,C. 102(e) rejection of claim 
64 should be withdrawn. 

Regarding claims 65^70, each of these claims depends, either directly or through 
an mterv^ucig claim, fiom independCTt claun 64. In view of the remarks presented 
above in support of withdrawal of the anticipation rejection of claim 64 undCT U,S.C. 
1 02(eX the applicants respectfiilly submit that die Examiner's grounds for rejection of 
these claims under U.S.C. 1 02(e) are moot, and request that the anticipation lejection of 
dauns 6S-70 under U.S.C. 102(e) should also be withdrawn. 



Regarding daun 76, the remarks presented in defense of this claim are analogous 
to Uxox presented earlier in defense of claim 1. The amended claim 76 discloses a 
metbnd fnr evftliiating a treafcment set-up that has been planned, but not vet put in 
practice, in order to make sure that the set-iqi meets the boundary conditions and 
treatment goals. biG4faerwords,claim76prorvidesaguditsr^e^ Additionally, claim 
76 method enables evaluation of the bends in the customized archwire of l'^ order, 2°** 
order, and 3"^ order* Jn contrast, Doyle does not disclose a method for treatment set-iip 
evaluatioiL Furdiermore, Doyle focuses on ccmvendonal archwires; and certainly does 
not teach evaltiation of the bends in the customized archwire of 1^ order, 2^ order, and 
3"^ order. Corisequently, the q>pUcants submit that Reinvention of dai^ 
antidpaled by Doyle; and respectfully request that the 35 U.S«C. 102(e) t^ection of claun 
76 should be withdrawrL 
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Regarding claims 77-81, each of these claims depends, either directly or through 
one or more intervening claims, fix>m xodependent claim 76< In view of the remarks 
presented above in support of withdrawal of the anticipation rejection of claim 76 under 
U.S.C. 102(e), the applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner's grounds for 
rejection of these claims under U.S.C. 102(e) are moot, and request that the anticipation 
rejection of claims 77-81 under U.S.C 102(e) should also be withdrawn. 

Regarding claim 82, the remarks presented in defense of this claim are analogous 
to those presented earlier in defense of claim 1 • The amended claim 82 discloses a 
method for evaluating a treatment set-up that has been planned, but not yet put in 
practice, in order to make sure that the set-up meets the boundary conditions and 
treatment goals. In other wonis, claim 82 provides a gualitjfc^^ Additionally, claim 
82 method enables evaluation of the bends in the customized archwire of 1^ order, 2"^ 
order, and 3"^ oxder. In contrastj Doyle does not disclose a method for treatment set-i^ 
evaluadoa Furthermore^ Doyle focuses on conventional archwires; and certainly does 
not teach evaluation of the bends in the customized archwire of 1^ order, 2°^ order, and 
3"^ order. Consequently, the applicants submit ^t the invention of claim 82 is not 
anticipated by Doyle; and respectfidly request that the 35 U.S.C. 102(e) rgection of claim 
82 should be withdrawn. 



flaimg? l-8<? 

The Examiner has rejected claims 1-86 under 35 U.S.C 102(e) as being clearly 
anticipated by Andreiko et al (US 5,368,478). 

Regarding claim 1, the nmfndffd cUdm 1 discloses an apparatus for evaluating a 
treatm^ set-up that has been planned, but not yet put in practice, in order to make sure 
that the set-i^ meets the boundary conditions and treatment goals* Li other words, claim 
1 provides a quality dieck . Additionally, claim 1 apparatus enables evaluation of the 
bends in the customized archwire of 1^ order, 2°^ order, and 3^ order. In oonlzast, 
Andreiko does not disclose an apparatus for treatment set-up evaluation, Purtfaermore, 
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Andreiko focuses on archwires of planar shape (see col. 20, lines 48-49); and certainly 
does not teach evaluation of bends in the customized aidiwire of especially 3"* order. 
Consequently, fte applicants submit that the invention of claim 1 is not anticipated by 
Andreiko; and respectfully request tfiat the 35 U.S.C. 102(e) rqection of claim 1 should 
be withdrawn. 

Regarding claims 2-7, each of these claims depends, either directly or through one 
or more intervening claims, from independent claim 1 . In view of the remarks presented 
above in support of withdrawal of the anticipation rejection of claim 1 under U.S.C. 
102(e), the applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner's grounds for rejection of 
these claims under U.S.C. 102(e) are moot, and request that the anticipation rejection of 
claims 2-7 under U.S.C. 102(e) should also be withdrawn. 

Regarding claim 8, the remarks presented in defense of this claim are analogous 
to those presented above in defense of claim 1, The amended claim 8 discloses a method 
for evaluating a treatment set-up that has been planned, but not yet put in practice, in 
order to make sure that the set-up meets the boundary conditions and treatment goals. In 
other words, claim 8 provides a qualitv check . Additionally, claim 8 method enables 
evaluation of the bends in the customized atchwire of 1^ order, 2°*^ order, and 3**^ order. 
In contrast, Andreiko does not disclose a method for treatment set-up evaluation. 
Furtfaennoie, Andreiko focuses on aichwires of planar sh^e (see coL 20, lines 48^9); 
and certainly does not teach evaluation of the bends in the customized archwire of 
especially 3"^ order. Consequently, the applicants submit tiiat the invention of claim 8 is 
not anticipated by Andreiko; and respectfully request that the 35 U.S.C. 102(e) rejection 
of claim 8 should be withdrawn. 

Regarding claims 9-15, each of these claims depoids, either directly or through an 
intervening claim, fix>m independent claim 8. In view of the remarks presented above in 
support of withdrawal of the anticipation rejection of claim 8 under U.S.C. 102(e). the 
applicants respectfully submit that the Examinei's grounds for rejection of these claims 
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uiMte U.S»C. 102(e) are moot, and request that the anticipation rejection of claims 9-15 
under U.S.C. 102(e) should also be withdrawo. 

Regarding claim 16, the remarks presented in defense of this claim are analogous 
to those presented above in defense of claim 1. The amended claim 16 discloses an 
apparatus for evaluatijig a treatment set-up that has been planned, but not yet put in 
practice, in order to make sure that the set-up meets the boundary conditions and 
treatment goals. In other words^ claim 1 6 provides a quality check. Additionally, claim 
16 appamtus enables evaluation of the bends in the customized atohwire of 1^ order, 2^^^ 
order, and 3"^ order. In contrast, Andreiko does not disclose an apparatus for treatment 
set-up evaluation. Furthennore, Andreiko focuses on archwires of planar shape (see col. 
20, lines 48-49); and certainly does not teach evaluation of the bends in the customized 
archwirc of especially 3*^ order* Consequently, the applicants submit that the invention 
of claim 16 is not anticipated by Andreiko i; and respectfolly request that the 35 U.S.C« 
102(e) rejection of claim 16 should be wrthdrawn. 

Regarding claims 17-39 and SSj each of these claims depends, either directly or 
through an intervening claim, from independent claim 16. In view of the remarks 
presmted above in support of withdrawal of the anticipation rejection of claim 16 under 
U.S.C 102(e), die applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner's groimds for 
rejection of these claims imder U.S^C. 102(e) are moot, and request tiiat the anticipation 
rejection of claims 17-39 and 83 under U.S.C. 102(e) should also be withdrawn. 

Regarding claim 40, the remarks presented in defense of this claim are analogous 
to those presented above in defense of claim 1. Hie amended claim 40 discloses a 
method for evaluating a treatment set-up that has been planned, but not yet put in 
practice, in order to make sure that the set-up meets the boundary conditions and 
treatment goals. In other words, claim 40 provides a quality check . Additionally, claim 
40 method enables evaluation of the bends in the customized archwire of 1^ order, 2™* 
order, and 3^^ order. M contrast, Andreiko does not disclose a method for treatment set- 
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ucp evaluation- Fiirthetmore^ Andreiko focuses on archwires of planar shape (see col, 20, 
lines 48-49); and certainly does not te^di evaluation of the bends in the customized 
aichwiie of especially 3*^ orden Consequently, the applicants submit that ttie invention 
of claim 40 is not anticipated by Andreiko; and respectfully request that the 35 U.S.C. 
102(e) rejection of clahn 40 should be Tvithdrawn. 

Regarding claims 41-63 and 84-86, each of these claims depends, either directiy 
or through one or more intervening claims, from independent claim 40. In view of the 
remarks presented above in support of withdrawal of the anticipation rejection of claim 
40 under U.S.C 102(e), the applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner's grounds 
for rejection of these claims under U.S.C. 102(e) are moot, and request that the 
anticipation rejection of claims 41-63 and 84-86 under U.S.C. 102(e) should also be 
withdrawn. 

Regarding claim 64, the remarks presented in defense of this claim are analogous 
to those presented above in defense of claim 1 . The amended claim 64 discloses a 
method for evaluating a treatment set-up that has been planned, but not yet put in 
practice, in order to make sure that the set-up meets the boundary conditions and 
treatment goals. In other words, claim 64 provides a flualitxche^ Additionally, claim 
64 method enables evaluation of tiie bends in the customized archwire of 1"^ order, 2^^^ 
orders and 3"^ order. In contrast, Andreiko does not disclose a metiiod for treatment set- 
up evaluation. Furthemiore, Andreiko focuses on aichwires of planar shape (see coL 20, 
lines 48-49); and certainly does not teach evaluation of the bends m the customized 
archwire of especially 3^ order. Consequently, tiie s^licants sufamrt that the invention 
of claim 64 is not anticipated by Andreiko; and lespectfoUy request that the 35 U.S.C. 
102(e) r^ection of claim 64 should be witiidrawn. 

Regarding claims 65-70, eadbi of these claims depends, either directiy or througjbi 
an intervening daim, ftom independent claim 64. In view of the remarks presented 
above m support of withdmwal of the anticipation rejection of claim 64 under U.S.C 
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102(e), Ae applicants respectfiilly submit fliat the Exammer*s grounds for rejection of 
these clflims under U.S.C, 102(e) are moot, and request that the anticipation rejection of 
claims 6S-70 undef U.S.C. 102(e) should also be withdrawn. 

Regarding claim 71, the remarks presented in defense of this claim are analogous 
to those presented above in defense of claim 1. The amended claim 71 discloses a 
method for cvaluatuie a treatment set-up and associated appliances, including an 
evaluation of the bends in the customized archwire of 1"* order, order, and 3^ order. 
In contrast, Andreiko does not disclose a method for treatment set-up evaluation, or teach 
an evaluation of the bends in the customized archwixe of especially 3^^ order. 
Consequently, the applicants submit that the invention of claim 71 is not anticipated by 
Andreiko; and respectfully request tiiat the 35 U.S.C. 102(e) rqection of claim 71 should 
be withdrawn. 

Regarding claims 72-75, each of these claims depends, either directly or through 
one or more intervening claims, from ind^ndent claim 71 . In view of the remarks 
presented above in support of withdrawal of the anticipation rejection of claim 71 under 
U.S.C. 102(e), the appKcants respectfully submit that the Examiner's grounds for 
rejection of these claims under U.$»C. 102(e) are moot, and request that the anticipation 
rejection of claims 72-75 under U.S.C. 102(e) should also be witfidrawn. 

Regarding claim 76, the remarks presented in defense of this claim are analogous 
tothosepresentedabove in defense of claim L The amended claim 76 discloses a 
method for evaluating a treatment set-up that has been planned, but not yet put in 
practice, in order to make sure that the set-up meets the boundary conditions and 
treatment goals. Inother words, claim 76 provides a quality check. Additionally, claim 
76 method enables evaluation of the bends in the customized archwire of 1^ order, 2^ 
order, and 3"* order. In contrast, Andreiko does not disclose a method for treatment set- 
up evalxaation. Furthennore, Andreiko focuses on archwres of planar shape (see col. 20, 
lines 48-49); and certainly does not teach evaluation of the bends in the customized 
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aicbwire of especially 3"* order. Consequently, the applicants submit that Ac invention 
of claim 76 is not anticipated by Andreiko; and respectfully request that the 35 U.S.C. 
102(e) rejection of claim 76 should be mthdiawn. 

Regarding claims 77-81, each of these claims depends, either directly or through 
one or more intervening claims, from independent claim 76. In view of the remarks 
presented above in support of withdrawal of the anticipation rejection of claim 76 under 
U.S.C. 102(e), the ^plicants respectfully submit that the Examiner's grounds for 
rejection of these claims under U.S.C. 102(e) are moot, and request that the anticipation 
rejection of claims 77-81 under U.S.C. 102(e) should also be withdmwn. 

Regarding claim 82, the remarks presented hi defense of this claim are analogous 
to those presented above in defense of claim 1 . The amended claim 82 discloses a 
method for evaluating a treatment set-up that has been planned, but not yet put in 
practice, in order to make sure that the set-up meets the boundary conditions and 
treatment goals. In other words, claim 82 provides a quality check . Additionally, claim 
82 method enables evaluation of the bends in the customized archwire of 1** order, 2^ 
order, and 3^ order. In contrast, Andreiko does not disclose a method for treatment set- 
up evaluatiotL Fimhennore, Andreiko focuses on archwires of planar shape (see col 20, 
lines 48-49); and certainty does not teach evaluation of the bends in the customized 
archwire of especially 3"^ order. Consequentiy, the applicants submit that the invention 
of claim 82 is not anticipated by Andieiko; and respectfully request that the 35 U.S.C» 
102(e) rejection of claim 82 should be withdrawn. 

Claims 1-86 

The Examiner has rgected claims 1-86 under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being clearly 
anticipated by Chishti et al (US 6,406,292). 

Regarding claim 1, tiie remarks presented in defense of this claim are analogous 
to those presented earlier in defense of claim 16 against Cbishti et al (US 6,227,850). The 
amended claim 1 discloses an apparatos for wningHnp a treatment set-up that has been 
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planned, but not yet put in practice, in order to make sure that the set-up meets die 
boundary conditions and treatment goals. In other words, claim 1 provides a quality 
check . Additionally, claim 1 apparatus enables evaluation of the bends in the customized 
aichwite of 1** order, 2^ ord«:, and 3"* order. In contrast, Chishti does not disclose an 
q)paiatus for treatment set-up evaluation. Furthermore, Chishti focuses on position 
adjustment appliances such as aligners; and certainly does not teach evaluation of tiie 
bends in the customized archwire of 1** order, order, and 3'* ordrar. Consequently, tfic 
applicants submit that the invention of claim 1 is not anticipated by Chishti; and 
respectfiilly request that the 35 U.S.C. 1 02(e) rqection of clafan 1 should be witiidrawn. 

Regarding claims 2-7, each of these claims depends, either directiy or through one 
01 more intervening claims, from independent claim 1 , In view of the remarks presented 
above in support of withdrawal of the anticipation rejection of claim 1 under U.S.C. 
102(e), the applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner's grounds for rejection of 
these claims under U.S,C. 1 02(e) are moot, and request that the anticipation rejection of 
claims 2-7 under U.S.C. 102(e) should also be withdrawn. 

Regarding claim S, the remarks presented in defense of this claim are analogoxis 
to those presented previously in defense of claim 16. The amended claim 8 discloses a 
method for ^tyniiwfing a treatment set-up that has been planned, but not yet put in 
practice, in order to make sure Ibat the set-up meets the boundary conditions and 
treatment goals, hi other words, claim 8 provides a quality check . Additionally, claim 8 
method enables evaluation of the bends in the customized archwire of 1" order, 2°^ order, 
and S'^ order. In contrast Chishti does not disclose a method for treatment set-up 
evaluation. Furthermore, Chishti focuses on position adjustment s^liancess 
digners; and c^tainly does not teach evaluation of the bends in the customized archwire 
of 1^ order, 2"^ order, and 3"^ order. Ck>nsequentiy, tiie applicants submit that the 
invention of claim 8 is not anticipated by Chishti; and respectfully request that the 35 
U.S.C. 102(e) rejection of claim 8 should be withdrawiL 
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Regarding claims 9-15, each of these claims dq)ead5, either directly or through an 
intervening claim, fiom independent claim 8. In view of the remarks presented above in 
support of withdrawal of the antLCipation rqection of claim 8 ux>der U.S.C. 102(eX die 
sppUcta^ts respectfiilly submit that the Examine grounds for rejection of these claims 
under U.S.C. 102(e) are moot, and request that the anticipation rejection of claims 9-15 
under U.S.C. 102(e) should also be withdrawn* 

Regarding claim 16, the remarks axe the same as those presented earlier in 
connection with Chishti et al (US 6,227,850). The amended claim 16 discloses an 
apparatus for evaluating a treatment set-up that has been planned, but not yet put in 
practice, in order to make sure that the set-up meets the boundary conditions and 
treatment goals. In other words, claim 16 provides a quality check . Additionally, claim 
16 apparatus enables evaluation of the bends in the customized archmce of 1^ order, 2"^ 
Older, and 3'^ order. In contrast, Chishti does not disclose an apparatus for treatmeat set- 
up evaluation. Furthermore, Chishti focuses on position adjxistment appliances such as 
aligners; and certainly does not teach evaluation of the bends in the customized archwire 
of 1" order, 2**^ order, and 3"^ order. Consequently, the applicants submit that the 
invention of claim 16 is not anticipated by Chishti; and respectfully request that die 35 
U.S»C. 102(e) rejection of claim 16 should be withdrawn. 

Regarding claims 17-39 and 83, each of tiiese claims depends^ either directly or 
flirough an intai^ening claim, fiom independent claim 16. In view of the remarks 
presented above in support of withdrawal of the anddpation rejection of claim 16 under 
U.S.C. 102(e), the applicants xespectfidly submit ibst the Examines grtsunds for 
rejection of these claims under U.S»C. 102(e) are moot, and request that the anticipation 
rejection of claims 17-39 and 83 under U.S.C. 102(e) should also be withdrawn. 

Regarding claim 40, the r^naiks are flie same as those presented earlier in 
connection widi Chishti et al (US 6;227,850), The amended claim 40 discloses a method 
for wninniiTi f r a treatment set-i^ that has been, planned, but not yet put in practice, in 
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Older to make sxne that the set-up meets the boundary conditions and treatment goals. In 
other words^ claim 40 provides a quality check . Additionally, claim 40 method cables 
evaluation of the bends in the customized aichvdre of 1* order, 2^ order, and 3*^ order. 
In contrast, Chishti does not disclose a mediod for treatment set-up evaluation. 
Furth^nore, Chishti focuses on position adjustment appliances such as aligners; and 
certainly does not teach evaluation of the bends in the customized archwe of 1^ o(rder, 
2°^ Older, and 3"^ order. Consequently, the applicants submit that the invention of claim 
40 is not anticipated by Chishti; and respectfully request that the 35 U.S.C. 102(e) 
rejection of claim 40 should be withdrawn. 

Regarding claims 41-63 and 84^6> each of these claims depends, either directly 
or through one or more ixrtervening claims, from independent claim 40. In view of die 
remarks presented above in support of withdrawal of the anticipation rejection of claim 
40 under U.S.C. 102(e), the apidicants respectfUly submit diat the Examiner's grounds 
for rejection of these clauns under U.S.C. 102(e) are moot, and request that the 
anticipation rejection of claims 41-63 and 84-86 under U.S.C. 102(e) should also be 
withdrawn. 

Regarding claim 64, the remarks are tiie same as those presented earli^ in 
connection widi Chishti et al (US 6,227,850). The amended claim 64 discloses a mettu>d 
for evaluating a treatment set-up that has been planned, but not yet put in practice, in 
order to make sure that d:ie5et-iq> meets the boimdaiy conditions and In 
other words, claim 64 provides a quality checik . Additionally, daim 64 method enables 
eval\iation of the b^ids in tiie customized archwire of 1'^ order, 2*^^ order, and 3'^ order. 
Tn contrast, Chishti does not disclose a method for treatment set-up evaluation. 
Furthermore, Chishti focuses on position adjustment appliances such as aligners; and 
certainly does not teach evaluation of foe bends in a customized aicbwiie of 1 ^ order, 2^ 
order, and 3"^ order. Consequently, the applicants submit that foe invention of claim 64 is 
not anticipated by Chishti; and respectfully tequest that die 35 U,S.C 102(6) rejection of 
claim 64 should be withdrawn. 
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Regarding claims 65-70, each of these claims depends, either directly or through 
an intervening claim, from independwit claim 64. In view of the remarks presented 
above in support of vviihdrawal of tiie anticipation rejection of claim 64 under U.S.C. 
102(e), tiie applicants respectfiiUy submit that the Examiner's grounds for rejection of 
these claims under U.S.C. 102(e) are moot, and request that the anticipation rejection of 
claims 65-70 under U.S.C. 102(e) should also be withdrawn. 

Regarding claim 71, the remarks axe the same as those presented earlier in 
connection with Chishti et al (US 6,227,850). The amended claim 71 discloses a method 
for evaluating a treatment set-up and associated appliances, including an evaluation of the 
bends in the customized arohwire of 1*^ order, 2°*" order, and 3** order. In contrast, 
Chishti does not disclose a method for treatment set-up evaluation, or teach an evaluation 
of the bends in the customized archwire of 1^ order, 2"^ order, and 3*** oidet. 
Consequently, the ^plicants submit that the invention of clahn 71 is not anticipated by 
Chishti; and respectfully request that the 35 U.S.C, 102(e) rqection of claim 71 should be 
withdrawn. 

Regarding claims 72-75, each of these claims depends, either directiy or through 
one or more intervening claims, from independent claim 7L In view of the remarks 
presented above in suppcxrt of witiidrawal of the anticipation rejection of claim 71 under 
U.S.C. 1 02(e), the applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner's grounds for 
rejection of these claixns under U.S.C 102(e) are moot, and request tiiat the anticipation 
rejection of claims 72^75 under U.S.C. 102(e) should also be withdrawiL 

Regardiog clahn 76, the t^narks are the same as tiiose presented earlier in 
connection with Chishti et al (US 6,227,850). The amended claun 76 discloses a method 
for evaluating a treatment set-up that has been planned, but not yet put in practice, in 
order to make sure that the set-up meets the boundary conditions and treatment goals. In 
other words, claim 76 provides a qualitv check . Additionally, claim 76 method enables 
evaluation of the bends in the customized archwire of 1^ order, 2°* order, and 3'^ order. 
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In contrast, Chishti does not disclose a method for treatment set-up evaluation. 
Furtheonore, Chishti focuses on position adjustment appHaaces such as aligners; and 
certainly does not teach evaluation of the bends in the customized atdbwire of 1^ order, 
2"^ order, and 3^ order. Consequently, the applicants submit that the invention of claim 
76 is not anticipated by Chishti; and lespectfuUy request that the 35 U.S.C 102(e) 
rejection of claim 76 should be withdrawn. 

Regarding claims 77-81, each of these claims depends, either directly or through 
one or more intervening claims, from independent clsmx 76, In view of the recoarks 
presented above in support of withdrawal of the anticipation rejection of claim 76 under 
U»S,C^ 102(e), the applicants respectfolly submit that the Examinef s grounds for 
rejection of tiiese claims under U.S.C. 102(e) are moot, and request that the anticipation 
rejection of claims 77-81 under U.S.C. 102(e) should also be withdrawn, 

Regarding claim 82, the remarks are the same as those presented earlier in 
connection with Chishti et al (US 6,227,850). The amended claim 82 discloses a method 
for evaluating a treatment set-up that has been plaimed, but not yet put in practice, in 
order to make sure that the set-up meets the boundary conditions and treatment goals. In 
other words, claim 82 provides a quality check. Additionally, claim 82 method enables 
evaluation of the bends in the customized archwire of 1^ order, 2^^ order, and 3"* order. 
In contrast, Chishti does not disclose a method for treatment set-iq) evaluation. 
Furthermore, Chishti focuses on position a4justment appliances such as aligners; and 
certainly does not teach evaluation of the bends in the customized archwire of 1^^ order, 
2*^ order, and 3^** order. Consequentiy, the applicants submit tiaat the invCTtion of claim 
82 is not anticipated by Chishti; and respectfully request tiiat the 35 U.S.C. 102(e) 
rejection of claim 82 should be witiidrawn. 
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Favorable consideration of the application and allowance of all claims is 
requested. 



Respectfully submitted. 



Date: 2l^d}!^^^^ By: -XauiUcUA C.S-M^ 

Jasvantrai C. Shah 
Reg. No. 39,444 



CERTIFICIATE OF TRANSMISSION 

The UDders^ed hereby certifies lhat the foregoing Amendment is beiiig 
transmitted by fecsimile to mnttbcr (571) 273-8300 addressed to: Commissioner for 
Patents, Attn. Todd £. Maoahan, on this 22"^ day of August 2006. 

Jasvantrai C. Shah 

Reg. No. 39,444 
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